


MINUTES
                                MASG MEETING OPEN SESSION (Rev 1)
Thursday, 23 April 2026
Room F, CICG - Geneva
1. OPENING REMARKS
[bookmark: _Hlk195031770]1.1 Chair.  The Chair of the meeting, Ambassador David Riley, Permanent Representative of the UK to the Conference on Disarmament, opened the meeting at 16.30 hours and welcomed the 65 MASG members and observers present in the room.  Ambassador Riley outlined the agenda and format for the meeting and then welcomed the Under-Secretary General for the UN Department of Peace Operations, Mr Jean Pierre Lacroix, and invited him to update the meeting on the work of the United Nations.
1.2 USG Jean Pierre Lacroix, DPO.  The USG thanked the Chair for inviting him to address the MASG and he also thanked the donors for continuing to fund the work of the United Nations in mine action in particular, and mine action in general.  Mr Lacroix then gave an overview the current work and programmes of the UN. 
Mr Lacroix opened by noting that the OECD had just reported the largest drop in foreign aid ever recorded – a 23% fall in a single year.  He acknowledged that as donors, MASG members would be well aware of the cost in lives and livelihoods of mines and explosive ordnance, and that it is estimated that 100 million people worldwide are at risk from explosive ordnance today. He stressed that mine action is not a niche cause, but a multiplier for development, recovery and peace.  Mr Lacroix said that the theme of the week of the NDM UN was One Humanity, and that an investment in mine action is an investment in peace.
Mr Lacroix listed areas where the UN was ‘doing its bit’;
· Through internal reforms and resets the UN is looking for ways to work closer and better together, seeking opportunities to reduce costs and improve delivery. 
· The UN is focusing on supporting and building national capacity and looking towards sustainable nationally led demining. 
· The UN is working closely with NGOs and partners to deliver value for money and the best impact on the ground. 
· The UN is working with civil society and advocacy groups to protect the humanitarian disarmament treaties
· And the UN is working with donors to respond to your priority countries and responses whilst also trying to protect some of the so-called forgotten countries. 

Mr Lacroix then outlined the assistance that the UN requires from donors;

· The generous funding that donors provide is a key part of the equation.  
· But it can achieve better results if funding is multi-year and predictable
· Unearmarked funding is also needed to help the UN to react to crises and urgent needs without undermining other programming
· Donor support in the planning and oversight of peacekeeping and special political missions to ensure mine action capability is integral to mandates and budgets
· [bookmark: _Int_XSICfOyP]Donor diplomatic advocacy at the national level, encouraging, supporting and advocating for national mine action institutions, national funding, the passage of legislation and staffing of centres is also vital. 
· Donor influence at the international level protecting crucial humanitarian disarmament treaties and encouraging others to do the same
· [bookmark: _Int_7WSC3VNB]Donor efforts within your own systems to ensure that the importance of mine action is well understood and supported.  
· [bookmark: _Int_yzgxygDn]For example, ensuring that mine action is considered in your grants and funding for agricultural, development and infrastructure projects where mines and explosive ordnance are a risk. 

Mr Lacroix concluded by stressing that partnerships are key to delivering mine action, and that donors, the UN, civil society, NGOs and national authorities are all required to deliver impact and make a difference in this sector. 

2. BRIEFINGS: GLOBAL AND REGIONAL MINE ACTION
2.1 Feedback from the Closed session of the MASG.    The Chair explained that the MASG had met in closed session on Wednesday (22 April) and in the interests of transparency and partnership, he would regularly provide feedback to the open meeting.  In the closed session, the donors had the opportunity to hear from the new Director UNMAS, Ms Kazumi Ogawa, who had been invited to address the group.   Ambassador Riley then outlined that the meeting had discussed;
· Challenges facing donors and operators in countries where host governments made it difficult to conduct mine action operations, and how to overcome this through stronger local donor mine action coordination.
· The situation in Sudan and Syria (and he noted the planned meeting on Syria, being arranged by the GICHD in June)
· An update on donor activities.

2.2 Mine Action within the UN (Panel Discussion)
The Chair introduced the agenda item by reminding participants that a similar UN panel discussion had been held at the December 2025 meeting of the MASG, and that the aim of the session today was to get an update on issues that the UN mine action family is currently dealing with, and to provide opportunity for the MASG to feed into the process.  The Chair introduced the panellists – Mr Steinar Essen (UNDP), Mr Hugues Laurenge (UNICEF), Mr Amir Omeragic (UNOPS) and Mr James Staples (IACG MA).   
Mr Staples started by saying that much of the UN 80 reform was at the macro-level, and mine action was relatively unaffected, though it was part of the broader drive for efficiencies.  On the humanitarian side, the loss of the Area of Responsibility runs the risk that the mine action voice gets lost.  Last December, the IACG MA had met and discussed ways for better mine action coordination and for the UN Resident Coordinator (RC) to ‘own’ mine action.  The current UN Policy on mine action is 20 years old, so the IACG MA are currently drafting a new coordination policy, focussing on complementarity, joint assessments and agreed plans, with a single UN mine action focal point in each country, whoever is best placed.  Following a number of large meetings, sequential drafts have been prepared, and it is planned to finalize the policy at an IACG-MA meeting in June.
Mr Essen from UNDP thanked the IACG MA for coordinating the work and reiterated that the UN agencies were working as one on the new policy.  He agreed that joint plans were the way to go, and that donors should be clearly able to see the division of labour.  He gave good examples of Yemen and Ukraine where single roadmaps had been developed.
Mr Laurange from UNICEF noted that the reforms were not a linear process while establishing the new cluster of Global Protection.  He gave the example of Myanmar, where the existing working group on mine action was still functioning.  He agreed with an emphasis on decentralization in the Humanitarian Reset and the empowering of RC/Humanitarian Coordinators (HC) and noted that there were 16 countries where the HC recognized mine action as a priority.  Empowering the country teams was good as they were in the field and close to the action.
Mr Omeragic from UNOPS agreed that the policy discussions had been productive, and the new policy would make clear the role of the senior UN official in country, and the role of the IACG MA at the global level.  Mr Omeragic said that he had noted big efforts by UN agencies to improve efficiencies, and that UNOPS had existing tool kits that were suitable to enhance mine action efficiency in other agencies.  
During Q&A, the challenge to simplify UN procedures and reduce administration fees was mentioned.  Donors welcomed the development of a new UN coordination policy on mine action.  Mr Staples responded by saying that any situation required a good needs analysis to identify the best UN entity to take the lead, and the timeline for transitioning delivery to other operators when the situation allowed.
2.3 ‘Forgotten’ countries.  Mr Takuto Kubo from UNMAS outlined several countries that still had large mine action needs but appeared largely overlooked or forgotten.  This included Afghanistan, where there is still one new victim a day being reported, but the mine action capacity in the country had reduced by 92% since the Taliban takeover.  Two years ago, there were 300 demining teams working in-country, now there are only 150.  New contamination is being reported due to the conflict with Pakistan. In Ethiopia, the UN priority has been providing support to the national authority (EMAO), including capacity building and information management, and this liaison has facilitated NGO accreditation by national authorities.  UNMAS are facing a range of difficulties, including funding, and would welcome discussions with donors.  They only have sufficient funds for one adviser until the end of this year. The full notes on this topic are available on the MASG website.
Mr Laurange from UNICEF spoke about Myanmar.  All sides to the ongoing conflict are using mines, and now all 15 states are affected by mines and UXO.  The LMM 2024 had reported over 2,000 victims, but this may be reducing.  The main activities are EORE, victim assistance and information gathering, as NTS, clearance and EOD activities are not possible.  The EORE working group is active and has 27 members.  However, mine action is severely underfunded and some operators have had to stop work.   Director UNMAS may visit Myanmar in the coming months at the request of the RC/HC.
During Q&A it was noted that it was in the nature of mine action that people were trained to do difficult work in difficult situations.  It was extremely inefficient to lay off trained staff.  It is hard to re-hire people once they have left. Due to rubble removal and lack of security, demining in current crises like Ukraine and Gaza is much more expensive than in many legacy countries.  The UN Programme Manager for Afghanistan said that they were advocating for a new law mandating that all new construction projects commit 5% of their budgets to mine action. The UN was also trying to improve efficiency by getting permission to use technology like drones, satellite phones etc.

3. BRIEFINGS: THEMATIC UPDATES
3.1 In-country donor coordination / local MASGs.  Ms Lucy Pinches from the Mine Action Review (MAR) referred to an NDM side event that had been held on this topic, involving Laos and Lebanon, as good examples of local coordination of mine action.  She noted that MAR had helped establish a national mine action platform in Lebanon and stressed the value of open and honest conversation between all partners in that forum.  Laos had a similar model where all actors met twice a year, and the meetings were co-chaired by UNDP and a donor.  Copies of the Laos and Lebanon power point presentations are available on the MASG website.
The Netherlands noted that being co-host of the Lebanon platform had been a positive experience for them and stressed the need for all parties just to get together and talk.  The Netherlands noted the need for effective coordination in Ukraine, given the large number of operators in the country.
UNMAS stressed the inclusion of national authorities in any local coordination mechanisms, and that meetings needed to be in the context of the affected country’s needs.  UNMAS suggested meetings could involve senior UN officials maybe twice per year to give a higher profile, even on the donor side, and gave the example of Mr Lacroix attending a donor coordination meeting in Jerusalem.  Meetings could be in-person or on-line, or could take place where donor embassies are represented, like Doha for Afghanistan.  UNMAS thanked Australia, Germany, Italy and Japan, for having supported local coordination efforts in partnership with the UN and national authorities.
In discussion, the chair noted that even where a donor did not give money in a country, it still had political influence.  HI said that donors had convening power among themselves but could also use their convening influence in the broader mine action community.  The UK took a nuanced view observing that the purpose of a meeting may determine who should attend.  The ISU APMBC said that the Convention had always pushed for regular dialogue among partners, and that we had learnt from the COVID period that this could be done remotely.  Belgium cautioned against duplication among the various conventions, networks and programmes, and appreciated when local meetings were shared with capitals.  The Chair encouraged members to share any updates or good examples of local donor and stakeholder coordination through the MASG secretariat.

4.  ANY OTHER BUSINESS
4.1 Other Issues.  There were no other issues raised.
4.2 Next MASG meeting.  The Chair advised that he planned to hold an on-line meeting in July for MASG members only, and then the next in-person Closed and Open sessions of the MASG would be held in the margins of the 23rd MSP APMBC, to be held in Geneva between 30 November and 4 December 2026.
4.3 Update from Observers.  Due to the short time available for this meeting, the Chair had asked observers in advance to provide a written update for inclusion with the minutes, if they wished.  The following updates are posted on the MASG website at  https://unmas.org/en/unmas/resourcesdocumentsmasg 
· GICHD
· ITF Enhancing Human Security
· Drumlanrig Group of NGOs
· JMU CISR

5. MEETING CLOSE
In closing the meeting, the Chair thanked all MASG members and observers for their active participation.  He also thanked the US for their ongoing funding of the MASG secretariat.  Ambassador Riley stressed that he wanted the MASG to work effectively, and to continue to strengthen cooperation and understanding among donors and other mine action partners.
The meeting closed at 18.00 hours.
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